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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The Examiner acknowledges the amended claims filed on January 5, 2006. 
Claim 12 has been amended. Claims 1-11 and 14 have been canceled. Claims 21-29 
have been newly added. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed January 5, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The Applicant argues the following: 

a. "the Office Action fails to show why the skilled artisan would have been 
motivated to modify Matsumoto by replacing the insulating material such as 
ceramics or the like of the substrate 15 of Matsumoto with the metallic layer 
associated with element 9c of Murano, especially when the wiring patterns 17 of 
Matsumoto are on the rear side of the substrate 1 5. See, for example. In re 
Dillon, 13 USPQ2d 1337, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 1989), and M.P.E.P. §2143.01, section 
"The Proposed Modification Cannot Change The Principle Of Operation Of A 
Reference."" And that "the opening 105 of Matsumoto extends through the 
support plate 102 (Matsumoto at Figure 7)". 

> The Examiner respectfully disagrees. In the combined teaching of 
embodiment 2 in view of embodiment 1 in the Matsumoto reference as discussed 
and analyzed in claim 12, the plate 102 being modified with a through hole as 
suggested in the first embodiment (as discussed in claim 12 rejection in the 
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previous Office Action mailed on October 6, 2006, tliis also teaches that the 
combined teaching of embodiment 2 in view of embodiment 1 in Matsumoto 
would permit one of ordinary skill in the art to have the opening 105 extending 
through the plate 102; see claim 12 rejection in the previous Office Action mailed 
on October 6, 2006) would be the plate being replaced by the metallic layer 
associated with the substrate 9c of Murano. As shown in Matsumoto (Col. 5, 
lines 57-65), the wiring patterns 107 of the film substrate 103 are mounted facing 
the light receiving surface 104a (See also figs. 7 and 8) and that the thin film 
substrate is used to protect the image pickup device 104 area of the image 
pickup device but the rectangular opening 105 (Col. 5, lines 37-56). Since the 
wiring is formed on the substrate on the opposite side of the one having the plate 
102. one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would not 
need to reconstruct or redesign the elements in the Matsumoto reference to 
replace material of the plate 102 to a metal material because the image pickup 
device 104 and the wiring i03 would be protected by the thin film on the 
substrate 103 (Matsumoto) against any noise or short circuit between the metallic 
plate and said image pickup device 104 and wiring 103. 
b. "the Office Action fails to show that the metallic layer 9c of Murano is 
transparent to light." 

> The Examiner agrees with the Applicant in the sense that the metallic 
layer in Murano is transparent and that it was not indicated in the previous Office 
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Action mailed on October 6, 2006. However, having a plate of a metallic material 
being transparent was not claimed. 

c. "Thus, the Office Action fails to show why the skilled artisan would have 
been motivated to modify Matsumoto by replacing the optical glass or other 
material of the support plate 102 of Matsumoto with the metallic layer associated 
with element 9c of Murano. See, for example. In re Dillon, 13 USPQ2d 1337, 
1342 (Fed. Cir. 1989), and M.P.E.P. §2143.01, section "The Proposed 
Modification Cannot Change The Principle Of Operation Of A Reference."" 

> The Examiner disagrees, as discussed and analyzed in (a), one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify Matsumoto without 
having to reconstruct or redesign the elements in the Matsumoto reference to 
replace material of the plate 102 to a metal material because the image pickup 
device 104 and the wiring 103 would be protected by the thin film on the 
substrate 103 (Matsumoto) against any noise or short circuit between the metallic 
plate and said image pickup device 104 and wiring 103. Also as discussed in the 
previous Office Action mailed on October 6, 2006, one or ordinary skill would be 
motivated to do so in order to reinforce the substrate to prevent fissure or crack 
from occurrence to the optical system as suggested by Murano (Col. 6, lines 45- 
50). 

d. However, Murano fails to disclose, teach, or suggest the substrate 2 of 
Murano being between the LED array 3 and the plate; and the metallic layer 9c 
(Murano at Figure 3). 
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> The Examiner agrees with the applicant in the sense that the Murano fails 
to disclose, teach, or suggest the substrate 2 of Murano being between the LED 
array 3 and the plate; and the metallic layer 9c. However, the Murano reference 
has been introduced to show that having a substrate reinforced with a metal plate 
is well known in the art in order to modify the plate 102 in the Matsumoto 
reference with a metallic plate to reinforce the substrate un Matsumoto. The 
Murano reference was not introduced to show the substrate being between the 
image pickup device and the plate; and the metallic layer, since those limitations 
are present in the Matsumoto reference. 

e. Thus, Murano fails to disclose, teach, or suggest an optical element 
mounted to the wiring board, the optical element including a light-receiving 
portion, the wiring board being between the optical element and the plate. 

> The Examiner agrees with the applicant in the sense that Murano fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest an optical element mounted to the wiring board, the 
optical element including a light receiving portion, the wiring board being between 
the optical element and the plate. However, the Murano reference has been 
introduced to show that having a substrate reinforced with a metal plate is well 
known in the art in order to modify the plate 102 in the Matsumoto reference with 
a metallic plate to reinforce the substrate un Matsumoto. The Murano reference 
was not introduced to show an optical element mounted to the wiring board, the 
optical element including a light-receiving portion, the wiring board being 
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between the optical element and the plate, since those limitations are present in 

the Matsumoto reference. 

Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 21-29 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

4. In the previous Office Action mailed on October 6, 2006, claim 13 was rejected 
taking Official Notice to the recited limitations. Because the Applicant failed to traverse 
the Examiner's assertion, of Official Notice, the well known in the art statement is taken 
to be admitted prior art. See MPEP § 2144.03 [R-1] (0). 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 25 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 25 appears 
to be dependent from claim 21 and recites the limitation "the shielding layer is a metal 
layer". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Is claim 25 
meant to depend from claim 24? For examining purposes, claim 25 will be read as 
depending from claim 24. Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 26 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 25 appears 
to be dependent from claim 21 and recites the limitation "the shielding layer is a resin 
layer". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Is claim 26 
meant to depend from claim 24? For examining purposes, claim 26 will be read as 
depending from claim 24. Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 27 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 27 appears 
to be dependent from claim 21 and recites the limitation "wherein a portion of the resin 
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layer is in contact with the wiring board". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Is claim 27 meant to depend from claim 26? For examining 
purposes, claim 27 will be read as depending from claim 26. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject naatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 12, 13, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Matsumoto et al., US Patent 5,040,069 in view of Murano, US 
Patent 5,617,131. 

Regarding claim 12, in a second embodiment, Matsumoto et al. discloses an 
optical system having an optical module (See fig. 7), the optical module comprising: a 
substrate (See fig. 7, substrate 103), the substrate including a plate (Fig. 7: 102) of a 
first material (glass, see col. 5, lines 37-44) adhered to a wiring board (Fig. 7: 103) of a 
material (resin film, see col, 5, lines 37-44) other than the first material; an optical 
element (Fig. 7: 104) mounted to the wiring board, the optical element including a light 
receiving portion (Fig. 7: 104a), the wiring board being between the optical element and 
the plate (See wiring board 103 located between the optical element 104 and the plate 
102 as shown in fig. 7); and a lens unit (see optical unit composed of an inner and outer 
cylinders 12 and 13 as shown in fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-65; see lens unit also in fig. 7) 
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mounted to the plate, the lens unit including a lens (See fig. 1: L), the plate being 
between the wiring board and the lens unit (See the plate 102 located between the 
wiring board 103 and the lens unit as shown in fig. 7) (Col. 5, lines 37-65). 

In the second embodiment Matsumoto et al. does not explicitly disclose that a 
through-hole extending through the plate and the wiring board and that the light 
receiving portion and the lens are disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis 
extending through the through-hole. 

However, in the first embodiment, Matsumoto et al. discloses an optical system 
having an optical module (See fig. 2), the optical module comprising: a substrate (See 
fig. 7, substrate 15), the substrate including a plate (Fig. 2: 15) of a first material 
(ceramic, see col. 3, lines 1-11) having a wiring pattern (Fig. 4: 17), a through-hole (Fig. 
2: 16) extending through the plate and the wiring pattern; an optical element (Fig. 2: 19) 
mounted to the wiring pattern, the optical element including a light receiving portion (Fig. 
2: 19a), the wiring pattern being between the optical element and the plate (the optical 
element is located on the rear part of the plate 1 5, where the wiring pattern is located); 
and a lens unit (see optical unit composed of an inner and outer cylinders 12 and 1 3 as 
shown in fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-65; see lens unit also in fig. 7) mounted to the plate, the 
lens unit including a lens (See fig. 1: L), the plate being between the wiring pattern and 
the lens unit (See the plate 15 located between the wiring pattern 103 and the lens unit 
as shown in fig. 2), wherein that the light receiving portion (Fig. 2: 19a) and the lens are 
disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis extending through the through-hole (See 
fig. 2) (Col. 2, line 56 - col. 3, line 58). 
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Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would find obvious to apply the teaching 
of Matsumoto et al. in the first embodiment to the teaching of the second embodiment to 
have a through-hole extending through the plate and the wiring board and that the light 
receiving portion and the lens are disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis 
extending through the through-hole. The motivation would have been to improve the 
optical system by having the ability to position a protective glass or a filter in order to 
protect the optical element or to capture images under different illumination conditions 
according to the application. 

Matsumoto et al. does not explicitly disclose that the first material is a metal. 

However, Murano teaches the use of a plate (Fig. 3: 9c) of a first material (metal) 
adhered to the wiring board (substrate 2 as shown in fig. 3) of a material (i.e. alumina, 
silica, calcia and magnesia, see col. 4, line 63 - col. 5, line 9) different from the first 
material in order to separate the wiring board and the imaging array (Fig. 3: 3) from the 
other elements of the image device (i.e. lens 9 and other substrates 4; see figs. 3 and 
5). Murano also teaches that the imaging array may be an LED, a CCD or EL (See col. 
3, lines 16-20; col. 11. lines 39-45) (Col. 3, lines 16-50; col. 4, line 63 - col. 5, line 28; 
col. 5, line 64 - col. 6, line 50). Having a metal plate adhered to the substrate is 
advantageous because it would reinforce the substrate in order to prevent fissure or 
crack from occurrence to the optical system. 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano 
as a whole, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Matsumoto et al. by having the material of the plate being 
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a metal. The motivation to do so would have been to reinforce the substrate in order to 
prevent fissure or crack from occurrence to the optical system as suggested by Murano 
(Col. 6, lines 45-50). 

Regarding claim 13, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Murano as applied to claim 12 teaches that the lens is mounted to a lens barrel (See 
figs 1 , 2 and 7; col. 2, lines 59-65) but does not explicitly disclose the lens barrel being 
moveable in a direction along the optical axis. 

However, Official Notice is taken that the use of lens barrels being moveable 
along the optical axis of an optical module is notoriously well known to perform different 
functions (i.e. focusing, depth of field adjustment, etc) in the art and would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Matsumoto et al. and Murano by having a lens barrel moveable along the optical axis. 
The motivation to do so would have been to increase the efficiency of the optical system 
by allowing adjustment of focusing or depth of field of the optical element. 

Regarding claim 19, claim 19 is analyzed and discussed with respect to claim 
12. The combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano teaches the optical 
system applied to an imaging device (Matsumoto, electronic endoscope, see fig. 1 , col. 
2, lines 59-65). Grounds for rejecting claim 12 apply here. 

Regarding claim 20, claim 19 is analyzed and discussed with respect to claim 
12. The combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano teaches the optical 
system applied to a camera system (Matsumoto, electronic endoscope, see fig. 1, col. 
2, lines 59-65). Grounds for rejecting claim 12 apply here. 
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10. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsumoto et al., US Patent 5,040,069 in view of Murano, US Patent 
5,617,131 and further in view of Mochizuki, US Patent 5,777,335. 

Regarding claim 15, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Murano fails to teach that the optical element includes a shielding layer, the light- 
receiving portion being between the shielding layer and the lens. 

However, Mochizuki discloses a solid photographing apparatus (See figs. 2 and 
9), comprising: a photographic element (Fig. 2: 1) having an upper face with a light 
receiving portion and an opposing lower face; a circuit board (Fig. 1: 7) having a circuit 
board upper face and a circuit board lower face; said circuit board upper face defines a 
recessed portion having an inner surface with a light blocking shield (Fig. 2: 30(5)) 
disposed thereon (See fig. 2, the wiring 1 1 forms the recessed portion of the circuit 
board); and said photographing element being mounted in said recessed portion with 
said lower face being shielded from light passing through said circuit board lower face 
by said light blocking shield and said photographing element being electrically 
connected to said circuit board (using wiring shown in fig. 2: 11) (Col. 3, lines 21-51; col. 
4, lines 25-40), Having a shielding layer is advantageous because it would help 
preventing external scattering of radiation to the unwanted locations and the scattering 
of radiation outside the apparatus, and also, the generation of noises derived from such 
scattering. 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano 
and further in view of Mochizuki as a whole, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the tinne the invention was made to modify the optical system 
by having a shielding layer, the light receiving portion being between the shielding layer 
and the lens. The motivation to do so would have been to improve the optical system 
efficiency by preventing external scattering of radiation to the unwanted locations and 
the scattering of radiation outside the apparatus, and also, the generation of noises 
derived from such scattering as suggested by Mochizuki (Col. 2, lines 6-10; col. 3, lines 
40-47). 

Regarding claim 16, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Murano and further in view of Mochizuki as applied to claim 15 teaches that the 
shielding layer is a metal layer (See Mochizuki, col. 4, lines 25-40; col. 5, lines 19-23). 
11. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsumoto et al., US Patent 5,040,069 and Murano, US Patent 5,617,131 in 
view of Mochizuki, US Patent 5,777,335 and further in view of Fujieda, US Patent 
6,011,860. 

Regarding claim 17, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Murano and further in view of Mochizuki fails to teach that the shielding layer is a resin 
layer. 

However, Fujieda teaches that the use resin for the shielding layer (Fig. 3: 21 , 
note that the hole casing is made with resin for blocking light) is notoriously well known 
in the art as an alternative for preventing light or radiation to reach the light receiving 
portion (Fig. 3: 26) (Col. 5, lines 19-40). 
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Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. and Murano in view 
of Mochizuki and further in view of Fujieda as a whole, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the optical 
system by having a shielding layer made with resin. The motivation to do so would 
have been to improve the optical system efficiency by preventing external scattering of 
light to the unwanted locations and the scattering of light outside the apparatus, and 
also, the generation of noises derived from such scattering using a material different 
from metal as a matter of design choice. 

Regarding claim 18, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. and Murano in 
view of Mochizuki and further in view of Fujieda as applied to claim 17 teaches that a 
portion of the resin layer is in contact with the wiring board (See Mochizuki, figs. 1 and 
2, the shielding layer 5 is in contact with the substrate 3). 
12. Claims 21, 22, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Matsumoto et al., US Patent 5,040,069 in view of Beaman, US 
Patent 5,821,532. 

Regarding claim 21, in a second embodiment, Matsumoto et al. discloses an 
optical system having an optical module (See fig. 7), the optical module comprising: a 
substrate (See fig. 7. substrate 103), the substrate including a plate (Fig. 7: 102) of a 
first material (glass, see col. 5, lines 37-44) adhered to a wiring board (Fig. 7: 103) of a 
material (resin film, see col. 5, lines 37-44) other than the first material; an optical 
element (Fig. 7: 104) mounted to the wiring board, the optical element including a light 
receiving portion (Fig. 7: 104a), the wiring board being between the optical element and 
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the plate (See wiring board 103 located between the optical element 104 and the plate 
102 as shown in fig. 7); and a lens unit (see optical unit composed of an inner and outer 
cylinders 12 and 13 as shown in fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-65; see lens unit also in fig. 7) 
mounted to the plate, the lens unit including a lens (See fig. 1: L), the plate being 
between the wiring board and the lens unit (See the plate 102 located between the 
wiring board 103 and the lens unit as shown in fig. 7) (Col. 5, lines 37-65). 

In the second embodiment Matsumoto et al. does not explicitly disclose that a 
through-hole extending through the plate and the wiring board and that the light 
receiving portion and the lens are disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis 
extending through the through-hole. 

However, in the first embodiment, Matsumoto et al. discloses an optical system 
having an optical module (See fig. 2), the optical module comprising: a substrate (See 
fig. 7, substrate 15), the substrate including a plate (Fig. 2: 15) of a first material 
(ceramic, see col. 3, lines 1-1 1) having a wiring pattern (Fig. 4: 17), a through-hole (Fig. 
2: 16) extending through the plate and the wiring pattern; an optical element (Fig. 2: 19) 
mounted to the wiring pattern, the optical element including a light receiving portion (Fig. 
2: 19a), the wiring pattern being between the optical element and the plate (the optical 
element is located on the rear part of the plate 15, where the wiring pattern is located); 
and a lens unit (see optical unit composed of an inner and outer cylinders 12 and 13 as 
shown in fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-65; see lens unit also in fig. 7) mounted to the plate, the 
lens unit including a lens (See fig. 1 : L), the plate being between the wiring pattern and 
the lens unit (See the plate 15 located between the wiring pattern 103 and the lens unit 
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as shown in fig. 2), wherein that the light receiving portion (Fig. 2: 19a) and the lens are 
disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis extending through the through-hole (See 
fig. 2) (Col. 2, line 56 - col. 3, line 58). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would find obvious to apply the teaching 
of Matsumoto et al. in the first embodiment to the teaching of the second embodiment to 
have a through-hole extending through the plate and the wiring board and that the light 
receiving portion and the lens are disposed along an optical axis, the optical axis 
extending through the through-hole. The motivation would have been to improve the 
optical system by having the ability to position a protective glass or a filter in order to 
protect the optical element or to capture images under different illumination conditions 
according to the application. 

Matsumoto does not explicitly disclose that the lens unit includes an optical filter 
and that said lens being between the optical filter and the light-receiving portion. 

However, having an optical filer located between an optical filter and a light 
receiving portion in an optical system having an optical module is well known in the art 
as taught by Beaman. Beaman teaches an imaging device (See fig. 6) comprising a 
substrate (Fig. 6: 10) having an image sensor (Fig. 6: 32) mounted to said substrate; a 
plate (glass 25 in conjunction with lens assembly 40 as shown in fig. 6), a lens unit (see 
lens system 62 mounted to the plate 25 and lens assembly 40) mounted to said plate; 
wherein the lens includes an optical filter (blur filter 64 as shown in fig. 6) and a lens 
(lenses between the filter 64 and the image sensor 32 as shown in fig. 6); wherein the 
optical axis extends through the optical filter (Col. 2, line 56 - col. 3, line 65). 
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Therefore, taking the connbined teaching of Matsumoto in view of Beaman as a 
whole, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Matsumoto by having the lens unit including an optical 
filter in the optical axis of the optical system and having the lens being between the 
optical filter and the light receiving portion. The motivation to do so would have been to 
reduce the overall height of the optical system since the lens unit would not require a 
large back focus as suggested by Beaman (Col. 3, lines 40-55). 

Regarding claim 22, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Beaman as applied to claim 21 teaches that the lens is mounted to a lens barrel (See 
figs 1 , 2 and 7; col. 2, lines 59-65) but does not explicitly disclose the lens barrel being 
moveable in a direction along the optical axis. 

However, Official Notice is taken that the use of lens barrels being moveable 
along the optical axis of an optical module is notoriously well known to perform different 
functions (i.e. focusing, depth of field adjustment, etc) in the art and would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Matsumoto et al. and Beaman by having a lens barrel moveable along the optical axis. 
The motivation to do so would have been to increase the efficiency of the optical system 
by allowing adjustment of focusing or depth of field of the optical element. 

Regarding claim 28, claim 28 is analyzed and discussed with respect to claim 
21 . The combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano teaches the optical 
system applied to an imaging device (Matsumoto, electronic endoscope, see fig. 1, col. 
2, lines 59-65). Grounds for rejecting claim 21 apply here. 
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Regarding claim 29, claim 29 is analyzed and discussed with respect to claim 
21 . The combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Murano teaches the optical 
system applied to a camera system (Matsumoto, electronic endoscope, see fig. 1, col. 

2, lines 59-65). Grounds for rejecting claim 21 apply here. 

13. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matsumoto et aL, US Patent 5,040,069 in view of Beaman, US Patent 5,821,532 and 
further in view of Murano, US Patent 5,617,131. 

Regarding claim 23, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Beaman fails to teach that the first material is a metal. 

However, Murano teaches the use of a plate (Fig. 3: 9c) of a first material (metal) 
adhered to the wiring board (substrate 2 as shown in fig. 3) of a material (i.e. alumina, 
silica, calcia and magnesia, see col. 4, line 63 - col. 5, line 9) different from the first 
material in order to separate the wiring board and the imaging array (Fig. 3: 3) from the 
other elements of the image device (i.e. lens 9 and other substrates 4; see figs. 3 and 
5). Murano also teaches that the imaging array may be an LED, a CCD or EL (See col. 

3, lines 16-20; col. 11, lines 39-45) (Col. 3, lines 16-50; col. 4, line 63 - col. 5, line 28; 
col. 5, line 64 - col. 6, line 50). Having a metal plate adhered to the substrate is 
advantageous because it would reinforce the substrate in order to prevent fissure or 
crack from occurrence to the optical system. 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of Beaman 
and further in view of Murano as a whole, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Matsumoto et al. and 
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Beaman by having the material of the plate being a metal. The motivation to do so 
would have been to reinforce the substrate in order to prevent fissure or crack from 
occurrence to the optical system as suggested by Murano (Col. 6, lines 45-50). 
14. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over IVIatsumoto et a!., US Patent 5,040,069 in view of Beaman, US Patent 
5,821,532 and further in view of IVIochizukI, US Patent 5,777,335. 

Regarding claim 24, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Beaman fails to teach that the optical element includes a shielding layer, the light- 
receiving portion being between the shielding layer and the lens. 

However, Mochizuki discloses a solid photographing apparatus (See figs. 2 and 
9), comprising: a photographic element (Fig. 2: 1) having an upper face with a light 
receiving portion and an opposing lower face; a circuit board (Fig. 1: 7) having a circuit 
board upper face and a circuit board lower face; said circuit board upper face defines a 
recessed portion having an inner surface with a light blocking shield (Fig. 2: 30(5)) 
disposed thereon (See fig. 2, the wiring 1 1 forms the recessed portion of the circuit 
board); and said photographing element being mounted in said recessed portion with 
said lower face being shielded from light passing through said circuit board lower face 
by said light blocking shield and said photographing element being electrically 
connected to said circuit board (using wiring shown in fig. 2: 11) (Col. 3, lines 21-51; col. 
4, lines 25-40). Having a shielding layer is advantageous because it would help 
preventing external scattering of radiation to the unwanted locations and the scattering 
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of radiation outside the apparatus, and also, tine generation of noises derived from such 
scattering. 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of IVlatsumoto et al. in view of Beaman 
and further in view of IVIochizuki as a whole, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the optical system 
by having a shielding layer, the light receiving portion being between the shielding layer 
and the lens. The motivation to do so would have been to improve the optical system 
efficiency by preventing external scattering of radiation to the unwanted locations and 
the scattering of radiation outside the apparatus, and also, the generation of noises 
derived from such scattering as suggested by Mochizuki (Col. 2, lines 6-10; col. 3, lines 
40-47). 

Regarding claim 25, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Beaman and further in view of Mochizuki as applied to claim 24 teaches that the 
shielding layer is a metal layer (See Mochizuki, col. 4, lines 25-40; col. 5, lines 19-23). 
15. Claims 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Matsumoto et al., US Patent 5,040,069 and Beaman, US Patent 5,821,532 in 
view of IVIochizuki, US Patent 5,777,335 and further In view of Fujieda, US Patent 
6,011,860. 

Regarding claim 26, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. in view of 
Beaman and further in view of Mochizuki fails to teach that the shielding layer is a resin 
layer. 
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However, Fujieda teaches that the use resin for the shielding layer (Fig. 3: 21 , 
note that the hole casing is made with resin for blocking light) is notoriously well known 
in the art as an alternative for preventing light or radiation to reach the light receiving 
portion (Fig. 3: 26) (Col. 5, lines 19-40). 

Therefore, taking the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. and Beaman in view 
of Mochizuki and further in view of Fujieda as a whole, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the optical 
system by having a shielding layer made with resin. The motivation to do so would 
have been to improve the optical system efficiency by preventing external scattering of 
light to the unwanted locations and the scattering of light outside the apparatus, and 
also, the generation of noises derived from such scattering using a material different 
from metal as a matter of design choice. 

Regarding claim 27, the combined teaching of Matsumoto et al. and Beaman in 
view of Mochizuki and further in view of Fujieda as applied to claim 26 teaches that a 
portion of the resin layer is in contact with the wiring board (See Mochizuki, figs. 1 and 
2, the shielding layer 5 is in contact with the substrate 3). 

Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period \n\\\ expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nelson D. Hernandez whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 731 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivek Srivastava can be reached on (571) 272-7304. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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